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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Non-Final Office action is in response to tine application filed on March 19*, 
2004. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification sliall conclude witli one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Particularly, spread is estimated based on the first tradable object (detecting an 
event in the first tradeable object; and estimating the spread value based on the event;) 
and later it is claimed that the spread is based on the bid-price and ask-price of the 
second object (wherein the spread value is based on a highest bid price for the second 
object when the second tradeable object is to be sold or the spread value is based on a 
lowest offer price for the second tradeable object when the second tradeable object is to 
be sold or the spread value is based on a lowest offer price for the second tradeable 
object when the second tradeable object is to be bought.) 

Claims 1 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
incomplete for omitting essential steps, such omission amounting to a gap between the 
steps. See MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted steps are: steps of process which relates 
the detection of the first tradable object (an event) with the second tradable object and 
the relation between the spread of first tradeable object with second tradeable object. 
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Additionally point out portion of specification and drawings with describes these 
limitations. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
United States Patent Number 7,177,833 to Marynowski et al. (hereinafter Marynowski) 
in view of United States Patent Number 7,1 10,974 to Rust (hereinafter Rust). 
As per claims 1 and 26 

Marynowski discloses detecting an event in the first tradeable object (column 17, 
line 48- column 18, line 3), and wherein the spread value is based on a highest bid price 
for the second tradeable object when the second tradeable object is to be sold or the 
spread value is based on a lowest offer price for the second tradeable object when the 
second tradeable object is to be bought (column 9, line 22- column 10, line 6). 

Marynowski does not specifically teach estimating the spread value based on the 

event. 

Rust teaches estimating the spread value based on the event (Abstract; column 
1, lines 5-50; column 5 line 42-column 6, line 19). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the spread trading system of Marynowski to include estimating the 
spread value based on the event as taught by Rust to calculate the cost associated with 
making more informed decisions regarding whether or not to trade. 

As per claim 2 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 1 above and Marynowski further 
discloses the event is based on a trade for the first tradeable object, the event is based 
on a change in a highest bid price for the first tradeable object, the event is based on a 
change in a lowest offer price for the first tradeable object, or the event is based on a 
change in a midpoint value between the highest bid price and the lowest offer price for 
the first tradeable object (column 9, line 3-36). 
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As per claim 3 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowsl<i and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 1 above and Marynowski further 
discloses the spread value is based on a highest bid price for a third tradeable object 
when the third tradeable object is to be sold or based on a lowest offer price for the third 
tradeable object when the third tradeable object is to be bought (column 9, line 22- 
column 10, line 6). Examiner notes that spread values are determined based on the 
status of multiple tradeable objects, and therefore the process would be the same 
regardless of if it's the second, third or even fourth tradeable object. 

Marynowski does not specifically teach estimating the spread value. 

Rust teaches estimating the spread value (Abstract; column 1 , lines 5-50; column 
5 line 42-column 6, line 19). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the spread trading system of Marynowski to include estimating the 
spread value as taught by Rust to calculate the cost associated with making more 
informed decisions regarding whether or not to trade. 

As per claim 4 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 1 above and Marynowski further 
discloses a user can define the event (column 20, lines 34-37 and column 21 , lines 18- 
52). 

As per claim 5 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 1 above and Marynowski further 
discloses a user can define a spread between at least the first and second tradeable 
objects for which the spread value is estimated (column 21 , lines 20-30). 

As per claim 6 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 1 above and Marynowski further 
discloses receiving market information for the first and second tradeable objects from 
one or more electronic exchanges (column 7, lines 36-52). 

As per claim 7 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 1 above and Marynowski further 
discloses sending the estimated spread value (data) over a network to a plurality of user 
terminals (trading stations via hub) (column 5, lines 35-37). 



As per claim 8 
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Marynowski does not specifically teach the spread value is further based on the 
traded price of the first tradeable object when the event is based on a trade occurring in 
the first tradeable object. 

Rust teaches the spread value is further based on the traded price of the first 
tradeable object when the event is based on a trade occurring in the first tradeable 
object (column 3, lines 17-30 and column 5, line 48- column 6, line 10). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the spread trading system of Marynowski to include the spread 
value is further based on the traded price of the first tradeable object when the event is 
based on a trade occurring in the first tradeable object as taught by Rust to calculate the 
cost associated with making more informed decisions regarding whether or not to trade. 

As per claim 9 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 1 above and Marynowski further 
discloses estimating a quantity associated with the spread value (column 26, line 66 - 
column 27, line 4). 

As per claim 10 

Marynowski does not specifically teach the spread value is further based on a 
weighted average of a plurality of highest bid prices that it would take to sell the second 
tradeable object or based on a weighted average of a plurality of lowest offer prices that 
it would take to buy the second tradeable object. 

Rust teaches the spread value is further based on a weighted average of a 
plurality of highest bid prices that it would take to sell the second tradeable object or 
based on a weighted average of a plurality of lowest offer prices that it would take to 
buy the second tradeable object (column 5, line 42- column 6, line 19). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the spread value calculation of Marynowski to include the spread 
value is further based on a weighted average of a plurality of highest bid prices that it 
would take to sell the second tradeable object or based on a weighted average of a 
plurality of lowest offer prices that it would take to buy the second tradeable object as 
taught by Rust to calculate the cost associated with making more informed decisions 
regarding whether or not to trade. 

As per claim 1 1 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 1 above and Marynowski further 
discloses displaying the spread value on screen (Figure 2: 230 and column 21 , lines 25- 
30). 

As per claim 12 

Marynowski does not specifically teach the spread value is formatted into a chart 
for display on the screen. 
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Rust teaches the spread value is formatted into a chart for display on the screen 
(Figure 7). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the display of spread values of Marynowski to include the spread 
value is formatted into a chart for display on the screen as taught by Rust to give traders 
the ability to easily analyze cost associated information. 

As per claim 13 

Marynowski does not specifically teach the spread value is plotted on the chart 
for each event. 

Rust teaches the spread value is plotted on the chart for each event. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the display of spread values of Marynowski to include the spread 
value is plotted on the chart for each event as taught by Rust to give traders the ability 
to easily analyze cost associated information. 

As per claim 14 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 1 above and Marynowski further 
discloses determining whether the second tradeable object is to be sold or bought 
based on the event in the first tradeable object (Abstract; column 1 , lines 29-53; column 
9, line 22-column 10, line 6). 

As per claim 15 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 1 above and Marynowski further 
discloses determining whether the second tradeable object is to be sold or bought 
based on how a spread is defined between at least the first and second tradeable 
objects (Abstract; column 1, lines 29-53; column 9, line 22-column 10, line 6). 

As per claim 16 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 1 above and Marynowski further 
discloses a computer readable medium having stored therein executable instructions 
(column 4, line 64- column 5, line 24 and column 7, lines 31-33). 

As per claim 17 

Marynowski discloses detecting an event in the first tradeable object (column 9, 
line 7-14 and column 17, line 48- column 18, line 3), based on the event, characterizing 
the first tradeable object as being bought or sold, selecting a buy side or a sell side of 
the second tradeable object based on whether the first tradeable object was 
characterized as being bought or sold (column 9, lines 22- 53 and column 17, line 48- 
column 18, line 3). 
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Marynowski does not specifically teach estimating the spread value based on a 
first value associated with the event in the first tradeable object and based on a second 
value associated with the selected buy side or sell side of the second tradeable object. 

Rust teaches estimating the spread value based on a first value associated with 
the event In the first tradeable object and based on a second value associated with the 
selected buy side or sell side of the second tradeable object (Abstract; column 1 , lines 
5-50; column 5 line 42-column 6, line 19). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
Invention to modify the spread trading system of Marynowski to Include estimating the 
spread value based on a first value associated with the event In the first tradeable 
object and based on a second value associated with the selected buy side or sell side of 
the second tradeable object as taught by Rust to calculate the cost associated with 
making more informed decisions regarding whether or not to trade. 

As per claim 18 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 17 above and Marynowski further 
discloses the first tradeable object Is characterized as being bought when the last 
traded price of the first tradeable object is at or below a highest bid price (column 1 7, 
line 48- column 18, line 3). 

As per claim 19 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 17 above and Marynowski further 
discloses the first tradeable object is characterized as being sold when the last traded 
price of the first tradeable object is at or above a lowest offer price (column 17, line 48- 
column 18, line 3). 

As per claim 20 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 17 above and Marynowski further 
discloses the first tradeable object is characterized as being bought or sold based or If 
the last traded price of the first tradeable object is nearer to a highest bid price or a 
lowest offer price, respectively (column 17, line 48- column 18, line 3). 

As per claim 21 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 17 above and Marynowski further 
discloses selecting the buy side or sell side of the second tradeable object results In 
characterizing the second tradeable object as being bought or sold, respectively 
(column 9, lines 22- 53 and column 17, line 48-column 18, line 3). 



As per claim 22 



Application/Control Number: 10/804,631 
Art Unit: 3693 



Page 8 



Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 17 above and Marynowski further 
discloses selecting the corresponding buy side or sell side of the second tradeable 
object is further based on a spread definition (Abstract and column 9, line 22- column 
10, line 6). 

As per claim 23 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 

claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 17 above and Marynowski further 
discloses the second value represents a highest bid price for the second tradeable 
object when the sell side is selected or a lowest offer price for the second tradeable 
object when the buy side is selected (column 9, line 3-36). 

As per claim 24 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 17 above and Marynowski further 
discloses the second value represents a midpoint between the highest bid price and the 
lowest ask price for the second tradeable object (column 9, line 3-36). 

As per claim 25 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 17 above and Marynowski further 
discloses a computer readable medium having stored therein executable instructions 
(column 4, line 64- column 5, line 24 and column 7, lines 31-33). 

As per claim 27 

Marynowski discloses the detecting means is software (column 7, lines 7-35). 

Marynowski does not specifically teach the estimating means is software. 

Rust teaches the estimating means is software (column 7, lines 27-61). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the software of Marynowski to include software for estimating as 
taught by Rust to calculate the cost associated with making more informed decisions 
regarding whether or not to trade. 

As per claim 28 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 27 above and Marynowski further 
discloses the software is run on a client device (trading station) (column 6, lines 44-52). 

As per claim 29 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 27 above and Marynowski further 
discloses the software is run on an intermediary device (column 5, line 25- column 6, 
line 6). Examiner further notes Marynowski discloses the spread value (data) is 
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transmitted to a plurality of user terminals (trading stations via hub) over a network 
(column 5, lines 35-37). 

As per claim 30 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 27 above and Marynowski further 
discloses a receiving means for receiving market information from at least one 
electronic exchange (column 6, lines 44-46). 

As per claim 31 

Examiner notes that the combination of Marynowski and Rust teach all the 
claimed limitations, as discussed with respect to claim 27 above and Marynowski further 
discloses displaying the spread value on a screen (Figure 2: 230 and column 21, lines 
25-30). 

Conclusion 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JESSICA L. LEMIEUX whose telephone number is 
(571 )270-3445. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 8AM- 
5PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James Kramer can be reached on 571-272-6783. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/James A. Kramer/ Jessica L Lemieux 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3693 Examiner 

Art Unit 3693 

/J. L. L./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3693 
March 2008 



